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A new commandment I give unto you, That ye love one another, as I have loved you~JOHN xxiii. 34. 








FOR THE CHRIATIAN MESSENGER. 


Our Lord did not think proper in 
every instance, to overturn the pre- 
mises of his opposers, but by reason- 
ing upon them, led to conclusions 
which completely silenced opposition. 
Thus, when they accused him of cast- 
ing out devils, by the prince of devils, 
he did not deny the existence of such 
a being, but said, “ IfI by Beelzebub 
cast out devils, by whom do your chil- 
dren cast them out ?”’ he also reasoned 
with them on the inconsistency of a 
house standing, when divided against 
itself. In another instance, Jesus 
“saw aman which was blind from his 
birth, and his disciples asked him, 
saying, master, who did sin, this man 
or his parents, that he was born blind? 
Jesus answered, neither hath this man 
sinned nor his parents.” He here ac- 
commodated himself to the vulgar pre- 
judice which makes man suffer in this 


life for sins committed in a supposed 


pre-existent state; and we might as 
well believe in such a state, because 
Jesus did not contradict it, as in Beel- 
zebub. By turning to 2 Kings 1. we 
may see that this prince was no devd/, 
but a God, * Go, inquire of Baalzebub, 
the God of Ekron, whether I shall re- 


' cover of this disease.”? He was an ideal 


personage, and healed maladies, (or 


' cast out demons,) according to the no- 
' ton of Ahaziah; but, because he in- 


quired of him, instead of the God of 
Israel, it was said to him, thou “shalt 


_ surely die.” Would it not be well for 
_the Ahaziahs of the present day, to 
_ seek the God of Israel, instead of send- 
) ing to the hospital of Beelzebub, for a 
' cure of moral malady? ‘The 5th Mark 


has an account of the casting out of de- 
mons, which completely accords with 
disease. It describes a patient who 
was so completely deranged, as to 
break the bonds intended to confine 
him, and to wander among the tombs; 


receive our acknowledgment for his in- 


when asked his name, /e had lost the 
idea of identity, and answered, “ Le- 
gion, for we are many.” As to sucha 
person’s knowing the character of Je- 
sus, is it wonderful that a maniac 
should adopt the language of those 
around him? 

That madness was communicated to 
the swine, is far more reasonable, than 
that a host of devils should enter their 
bodies. Was it mercy to permit them? 
if it was, the mercy to them was of 
short duration, for they either had a re- 
sidence for a few moments, or perhaps 
were drowned. In the sequel, the man 
was cured, he was seen “sitting and 
clothed, and in his right mind.” 

The word devilis used in Matt. xxv. 
Let any one examine the subject, they 
will find that Christ in this parable was 
speaking to human beings, and “all 
nations.” That this judgment took 
place in the days of the Jews, as xxiv. 
34. “ Verily I say unto you, this gene- 
ration shall not pass until all these 
things be fulfilled.” The reader will 
see the connection through the chap- 
ters. The word ‘everlasting,’ has 
been explained in this paper, and no 
one yet has attempted a refutation ; the 
term has been applied to things which 
have ended. ‘That the reader may ex- 
amine, without prejudice, and judge 
for himself, is the siucere wish of one, 
who believes that man is accountable to 
none but his Maker, for any religious 
sentiment. The correspondent T. will 


tentions and candour. 
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Remark.——-In order to a full under- 
standing of the Scriptures, it is neces- 
sary to carry the mind back to the 
times in which they were written, and 
become in some degree acquainted 
with the manners, customs, and modes 
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CONTROVERSIAL. 


* Slave to no party, bigot to no sect.’* 


R. C. says, p. 56, “ that God did im- 
mutably and ‘unchangeably’ decree, 
‘from all eternity,’ every minute cir- 
cumstance and event which now takes 
place, ‘is a truth’ (if it be one) not so 
clear.”—TIs it not as reasonable to sup- 
pose that all things were ealled into be- 
ing without a God, as that any thing 
was? Can any event which may or may 
not come to pass, be certainly known 
to any individual? 

Remark.—It is admitted that the ab- 
solute fore-knowledge of any event 
fixes it as certainly as an absolute de- 
cree; but any supposed event which 
does not yet exist, even in the mind of - 
God, is neither fore-known nor de- 
creed.—See Jer. xix. 5. xxxii. 35. 

R. C. again: ‘“* we must know more 
of God than we do at present, and more 
perhaps, than ever will be known by 
created beings, before we can say that 
no new thoughts, motives or purposes, 
can be orzgznated in the mind of Deity.” 
If there exist in the mind of any being, 
a new thought, &c. to day, which did 
not exist yesterday, is not this being 
rendered more perfect, or imperfect, 
by this newness? Is there not a some- 
thing possessed by this being, which 
he never before had? Is he not change- 
able? Has he not increased in wisdom, 
power, goodness, or the contrary? 

Remark.—We should learn to dis- 
tinguish between the existence of wis- 
dom, knowledge, power, &c. and the 
exercise of those moral faculties: for a 
power that is not exercised is efficiently 
the same as no power at all. It is but 
little, after all our inquiries, that we 
know of God; i. e. as to his essential 





of thinking in those days, 


attributes ; and our language is very 












































7h oni! 


ee tk eis ae 


BB De GE class) 2 eo pi 











—- 


ee ee Ye oe 


90 


inadequate to express what little our 
hearts may conceive, which should 
make us very modest on such great 
and important subjects. R.C. meant 
nothing more by new thoughts, &c. in 
God, than the exercise of the moral 
faculties; and if any one will furnish 
us. with better language to express this 
idea, or show how wisdom and know- 
ledge can be exercised without some 
variety and change of thought, we shall 
esteem it as a favour. 

Again R.C. “Perhaps it will be 
dificult to conceive how all things, 
which have been, and will be, could 
have been present in the mind of Deity 
at one and the same time.’ Can it be 

shown, how God, the same yesterday, 
to-day, a and forev er, Without variable- 
ness, or shadow of turning, can receive 
accessions of knowledge? Was he not 
omniscient? Did he not know the end 
trom the be ginning: 

Remark.—Here again, we must dis-jo 
t! inguish between &nowledge, and the 
exercise of knowledge. Let any man, 
with ever so great wisdom and know- 
ledge, cease entirely to exercise either 
of these moral faculties, and from that}; 
moment he would be of no more use 
in society than the most arrant foo/ /— 
and how any mor al being can exercise 
moral faculties-without some change of 
thought we cannot, at present, even 
conceive orimagine. If God’s infinite 

ower is not exercised at all times upon 
all things because he is omnipotent, why 
should his infinite know ledge be any 
more exercised at all times upon all 
things because he is omniscient? We 
must think, therefore, that on more 
mature reflection, Z. will find nothing}; 
very erroneous in what has been stated 
by R. C. It is possible, however, that 
he did not fully comprehend his mean- 
ing. 

R. C. asks, does not Z. “admit that 
God violates his own law?” If * it is 
not in man that walketh to direct his 
steps,” (Holy Writ) and his steps vio- 
late, does not their director do the 
same? 

Remark.—In the sense that God di- 
rects the steps of man they are directed 
right, because he means it “ unto good;”’ 
and if man means otherwise, it is not 
his steps that violate, but his will or 
motive that directs his steps. Now 


God expressly says, My thoughts are 
not your thoughts, neither are your ways 
my ways, Isa. lv. 8. 
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“Upon this principle we might say 
that God is the author of ignorance” — 
R.C. The Scripture informs us that 
God “hath concluded all in unbelief. 
“‘For judgment Iam come into this 
world, that they which see not, might 
see, and that they which see might be 
made blind.’ Are not unbelief and 
blindness, ignorance? 

Remark.--It was admitted before, 
that if God may be said to be the au- 
thor of sin, merely because he has not 
prevented it, the argument of Z. is cor- 
rect. 

R. C. writes, “sin is an effect, and 
its cause will be found in the imperfec- 
tion of the creature.”’ Now is this 
cause self-existent, or had it a prior 
cause? If self-existent, have we not 
found two uncreated causes? If two, 
why not more? If ithad a prior cause, 
ought not the whole agency to be re- 
ferred to it? and if we believe in but 
one eternal cause, must we not fasten 
to this, what the bounded view of man 
calls evil? 

Remark.-—Because there is impertfec- 
tion in man, must we suppose that there 
is imperfection in his Maker? ‘This no 
one will admit. And if the cause of 
sin be in imperfection, we can trace It 
no farther than we can trace imperfec- 
tion. 

(Coneluded in our next Number.) 


QO 
Extract from “ The Quarterly Theo- 





the eloquence of the Rev. Mr. Haines, 
or any other man of colour; but jp 
justice to the congregation who go 
thighly ‘esteem him,” it is proper to 
state, that, whatever may be “is colour, 
he was born of a white woman ! and js 
the husband of a white woman, as wel] 
as the “pastor of a congregation | 
white people!” Whatever may be his 
eloquence, there fore, the credit, in re. 
gard to “colour,” perhaps ought to ky 
iivided. But in relation to the sermon 
in question, this is a circumstance o| 
regret, rather than otherwise, for we 
wish to claim none of the credit of tha 
“eloquent discourse !” as it has eve; 
appeared to us to be as low a piece o} 
scurrilous invectives, in the shape of, 
sermon, as ever disgraced the pulpit 
or press. 

This, however, 1s only matter of o. 
pinion, concerning which the reverend 
conductor of the Theological Review 
has an undoubted right to enjoy his 
own.* 

But we may be permitted to ask, 
whether, in extolling the “ pulpit elo. 
quence” of Mr. Haines, it was neces. 

sary to cast an odium upon some other 
person? If it were necessary to state 
the occasion of that sermon, was it not 
his duty to state it correctly, without 
misrepresentation? And unless he wer 

sufficiently acquainted with the circum. 
stances so as to state facts, was it not 
his duty, both as a gentleman and a 





logical Review, conduc ted by the Rev. 
Ezra Stiles Ely, D. D. of the city of| 
Philadelphia. ** Vol. I. No. III. page 
293. 

“ Mr. S.[Prince Saunders] however, 
is not the only person of colour in the 
United States, who can write an elo- 
quentdiscourse. ‘The Rev. Mr, Haines, 
of Vermont, is a reputable pastor of a 
congregation of white people, who es- 
teem him very highly in love for his 
work sake. He is the author of a ser- 
mon on the subject of universal salva- 
tion, which he preached on an emer- 
gency, when publicly challenged to a 
combat by a minister of sin, who had 
just proclaimed, that there is no hell. 
That sermon is one of the finest pieces 
of satire to be found in all the annals of 
pulpit eloquence. Mr. Haines shows, 
from his text, ‘Ye shall not surely 
die,’ that Satan was the first teacher 
of the doctrine maintained by his op-},, 
ponent.” 


‘Christian, 
ject ? 


to say nothing on the sub. 
The above questions must, and 
will, be answered in the affirmative by 
all candid and honest people. . 


vious conclusions to be drawn trom 
“ above statement? Answer, 

That * a minister of sin,” in the 
eee of a Universalist preacher, 
preached in the presence of “ the Res 
Mr. Haines, of Vermont.” 

That, in his sermon, he “ pro- 
claimed that there is no hell,’ and 
** publicly challenged” Mr. H. to con- 
fute his doctrine. 
3. That Mr. 
emer gency” 
question, from the 
shalt not surely die.” 

4. That Mr. H. showed “ from his 
text, that Satan was the first teacher 


H. 
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of the doctrine” of ** Universal salva- 


tion.” 

Now, although not present at the 
time, yet being intimately acquainted 
with this supposed “ minister of sin,’ 
and having often heard from him, as 
well as from others who were present, 
all the circumstances which attended 
that wonderful sermon, we undertake 
to say, that not one item of the above 
account is correct.* No such procla- 
mation was made! no such challenge 
as piven ! 

” But, (as we have understood,) the 
appointment having been made for the 
Universalist, Mr. Haines requested 
the priv ilege of Riches. sets a discourse 
im! mediately after him, which was 
granted ; or ag liberty being asked 
for the Un'versalist to preach in the 
meeting-house occupied by Mr. H. it 


A 


) was gr anted, on condition that Mr. H. 


- 


4 


ublish t 





th his 


f which 


» stated by Dr. 
believe; and that he was willing to lay 
» hold of it, like Mr. 
bof “ Another 
| give 


) called the Universalist “ a 


should preach immediately after the 
Universalist, to the same audience, 
was mutually agreed upon. 
This is the true statement of the case 
as near as we can now recollect, but as 
for their being any thing like a chal- 
lenge either given or received, or any 
thing like it under rstood by either ot 
the parties, we have never before heard 
of any such thing. 

That some person may have given 
in substance, as above 
Kiely, we are willing to 


this account, 


pena in the case 
Voice from the Grave,” to 
the Univers: lists a sla nt, we are 
sorry to say, is too probably truc 
Neither can we think at present, that 
this story, any more than the other, lost 
any thing by coming 5 through the hands 
of the reverend aisthor! for if the man 
is so subject to nervous affection, that, 
according to his own confession, the 
sight of ac ‘amp meeting made his * hair 
belaele up /” we must not think strange 
if the feelings of his heart shoul lsome- 
times creep off at the end of his pen! 
If this prescription should be rather 
bitter in the Doctor’s stomach, we can 
assure him that nothing | ut painful ne- 
cessitv has produced the preparation, 
which we hope will be salutary in its 
effect. Extreme cases only wiil justify 
harsh means. The next time Dr. Ely 


) wishes to extol any of his friends, let 


* The first we should not de ny, if he had not 


him do it in a way not to vilify any 
one else; and especially one, who, to 
say the least, is equally respectable, 
and as highly estcemed by his congre- 
gation, as himself. 

Lastly. The Doctor says, “ Mr. 
Haines shows from his text that 
Satan was the first teacher,” &c. As 
this is the opinion of Dr. Ely, and as 
every one must know that Mr. Haines 
could show nothing “ from his text,’ 
the truth of which was not contained 
in his text, so it is the opinion of Dr. 
KKlv, that the text, “ Thou shalt not 
surely die,” teaches that * Satan was 
the first teacher of universal salvation.” 
Vor this, lic says, was the “ subject” of 
Mr. Haines’s sermon, which was also 
“ the doc trine maintained by his oppo- 
nent.” But we must not blame the 
Noctor for his opinion. Others, be-|: 
sides Dr. Ely and Mr. Haines, have 
thought so; or, at least, have said 
that they thought so. The reader 
will find a letter to a “ clergyman,” 
who held the same opinion, on pages 
64 and 67 of the Messenger; and 
also what ground there is tor such 
an opinion. We suspect this letter 
to have been written by the same 
supp osed “ minister of sin,” alluded 
to inthe above extract under review. 

If, therefore, Dr. Ely has been so 
unfortunate as to injure this “minister” 
in any way, he will be sensible of a du- 
ty which be owes to him and the pub- 
lic. We shail therefore leave him to his 
own reflection. 
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FROM THE UCNIVERSALIST MAGAZINE, 


A Dialogue between a Universalist and 
a Limitari ian, or a beltever in the end- 
less misery of some of the human race. 

(Continued from Jast Number.) 

Lim. I perceiv e, by one impor tant 
particul: ir in your short, but plain, state- 
iment, that there is one grand argument 
on W hich we have relied, more than on 
almost any other to refute your doc- 
trine, that is by your statement ren- 
Sered of no utility. It is, I see plain- 
ly, to be laid out of the argument. I 
mean that for which we have contend- 
ed against you, (viz.) that sinners can- 
not be saved in their sins. But I per- 
ceive that you hold that salvation is a 
deliverance from sin, to holiness; so 
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the scriptures will abundantly disprove 
the belief that all men will ever become 
holy.—But before I proceed to call 
your attention to the scriptures, you 
will allow me to say something on the 
infinite goodness of God, on which you 
predicate your belief in universal holi- 
ness and happiness. You must surely 
know that we, who oppose your doc- 
trine, profess to believe 1 in the infinite 
‘lroodness as much as the Unive: rsalists, 
but we do not see how you can infer 
your doctrine from this acknowle deed 
fact. We believe that God is infinite- 
ly just as well as infinitely good, and 
that his goodness can never violate his 
justice ; and justice says, that the soul 
that sins it shall die. How will. you 
reply to this? 
Uni. It may be proper to reply in 
several ways. —First ina way to show 
you that your objection from justice 
against universal salvation, applies 
with equal force against your doctrine 
of the salvation of the elect ; for you 
sjallow that the elect are sinners, and that 
in justice they deserve éndiess misery, 
as much as others.—This reply should 
satisfy y ou, that you have as deep a 
interest in removing your objection as 
[ have; and when you shall have re- 
moved it from applying to refute the 
salvation of the elect, you are cautioned 
to examine carefully to see if you have 
not equally removed it from ‘applyi ing 
to refute the salvation of any. But— 
Lim. Pardon me, my friend, for in- 
terrupting you. Before you proceed 
to give any ‘further reply to my objec- 
tion, I wish to show you that this part 
of your reply is very easily gotten 
over. Tor we hold, you know, that the 
great and infinite atonement of Jesus 
Christ was made for the elect, by which 


justice is § satisfied, and mercy permitted 


to flow to the euilty . But this does by 
no means, remove the denunciation of 
death from those who are not of the 
elect, for whom this infinite atonement 
was made and accepted. 

Uni. But have you forgotten the re- 
sult of our investigation respecting 
those passages, which speak in the 
strongest and fulle ‘st terms of Christ’s 
tasting death for every man; of his 
giving himself a ransom for all ; and 
of his being a propitiation for the sins 
of the whole world?) When you sought 





that this argument on which we have 





minister of sin,” 


pose. However, I have 


insisted so much 1s nothing to the pur-|¢ 
no doubt but/knowledge that you could find none 


for scripture testimony by which you 
suid i:mit these passages, you ac- 
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How then can you feel satisfied in your 
own mind to represent and maintain 
the opinion that Jesus did not give 
himself a ransom for all? Let us, my 
dear friend, turn this subject round and 
see how it looks on the other side. 
We will suppose, that every passage in 
the scriptures which speaks of Christ’s 
dying for men, spake in limited terms, 
so as plainly to indicate the notion for 
which you contend, would you neglect 
to insist on this circumstance to sup- 
port your opinion, and to disprove the 
doctrine of universal salvation? 

Lim. To be candid, I must acknow- 
ledge that I should improve the scrip- 
tures on the subject of the death of the 
Saviour as your question suggests, if 
they had so limited this unspeakable 

ce. And I acknowledge the force 
of the admonition growing out of your 
query. I see plainly, that I must be 
willing that you should bind the argu- 
ment to the scriptures; and as they 
plainly state that Jesus gave himself a 


ransom for all men, so they must stand.|j 


But it is contended that the death of 
Christ for sinners did not make their 
salvation certain, but only opened a 
way that God might, consistently with 
his justice and holiness, pardon and 
save as many ashe will. But that the 
atonement lays God under no obliga- 
tion to show mercy to any. 

Uni. It is granted at once, that the 
death of Christ for all men was never 
designed to lay God under any obliga- 
tion to be merciful to mankind ; for the 
death of Christ was an effect of the di- 
vine favour, and not the cause of it. 
“ Herein is love, not that we loved 
God, but that he loved us, and sent his 
son to be the propitiation for our sins.” 
By this plain scripture we learn that 
God loves sinners without the consi- 
deration of any propitiation to cause 
him thus to love. For if he could not 
have loved sinners until a propitiation 
had been made for their sins, he him- 
self, most surely could never have pro- 
vided this propitiation. But our text 
says that “ he loved us and sent his son 
to be the propitiation for our sins.” 
Thus it is clear that the death of Christ 
was not necessary to render God com- 
passionate towards us. Nor is it true 
that the death of Christ was necessary 
to render it just for God to show mercy 
to sinners ; for if it had not been just 
to communicate favour to sinners, our 
Heavenly Father could never have 
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given us the invaluable gift of his son. 
St. Paul says; “ He that spared not his 
own son, but delivered him up for us 
all, how shall he not with him freely 
give us all things?” This passage sup- 
poses that when our Heavenly Father 
delivered up his son for us all, he gave 
the richest gift, that heaven could be- 
stow ; and that a gift so great may fully 
warrant us in believing that all other 
necessary gifts, being smaller, will be 
freely given. Now how is it possible 
to suppose that the death of Christ was 
necessary to render it just for God to 
show us mercy, when the gift of his 
son was the greatest mercy that could 
be granted? 

But to conclude: You are to be re- 
minded that your last argument has 
destroyed all the distinction which you 
before made between the elect and the 
non-elect. For you now take the 
ground of the Hopkinsian, and say 
that the atonement did not make sal- 
vation of any certain, but only made it 
just for God to show mercy to as many 
as he will. So that the salvation of the 
elect, if there are any such, is not made 
certain by the atonement of which you 
spake. And you are now called back 
to your subject, which is to show how 
itis just with God to show mercy to 
any, and yet not just for him to show 
the same mercy to all. | 

Lim.I see the force of your remarks, 
both as they apply to my own argument, 
and also as they suggest an idea which 
to me is entirely new. I mean the idea 
that the death of Christ was not necessa- 
ry to render God merciful tous. This is 
what I was by no means looking for. We 
have been settled from time immemo- 
rial in the opinion that the mediation of 
Christ, and especially his sufferings for 
us, was the procuring cause of God’s 
favour to us. As the sin of Adam ren- 
dered the whole of his posterity liable 
to the pains of hell forever, it has been 
believed that the death of Christ was 
necessary to appease the divine wrath, 
and open a door whereby God could be 
merciful. But then it was believed that 
the death of Christ was in behalf of 
a certain elected numbcr, who were 
ordained from all jeternity unto ever- 
lasting life, and that there is no mercy 
for the rest of the human race. How- 
ever, since the doctrine of Universal- 
ism has been believed, and propagated 
on the foundation of Christ’s dying for 





all men, it has been thought necessary 





to make some alteration in this scheme 
of atonement, and by supposing it to 
stand on general principles, but not 
as rendering salvation certain to any, 
we could avoid the arguments of the 
Universalists, maintain election, and 
at the same time lay the blame of the 
sinner’s eternal misery to himself, by 
holding up a free pardon for any who 
will repent and believe the gospel, 
knowing at the same time that it is im. 
possible for one that was not elected 
from all eternity to repent and believe, 
But I am now brought into rather a 
difficult situation. I see that my own 
argument makes it as just for God to 
forgive all mankind as it is for him. to 
forgive one. By what you have said 
signifying that no atonement was ne. 
cessary torender God merciful to sin. 
ners, though it seems that what you say 
conveys to my mind some rays of light, 
some flashes of reason, I am rather con- 
fused in my mind, and will ask you to 


suspend any further consideration of f 


this particular, and proceed to finish 
your reply to my former question re- 
specting the denunciation, that the soul 
that sins shall die, on which subject I 
interrupted you. 

Uni. I am glad you are disposed to 
return to that subject, for if I can be 
so happy as to succeed in communica- 
ting to your understanding, the views 


which I entertain in respect to it, I shall [7 


at the same time bring into view the 


ground of this subject which you say 5 


is new, and on which you feel a little 


confused. 
(To be Continued.) 


POLTS? CORNER. 


Will they who love the Lord repine 
To see his mercy brighter shine ? 
To see the world by him re<tored, 
And every sinner luve the Lord ? 





Wil they who love the cross complain, 
If Christ should every sinner gain ? 
Repentance work in every heart, 

And his rich love to all impart? 


Should Judas humbly bow and cry 

To him who did for sinners die; 
Would saints with holy sorrow grieve 
To see the Lorda pardon give? 


Professor, blush! and hide thy face, 
Shouidst thou repine and such rich grace! 
Remember, thy poor soul hath been, 
By Christ, redeemed from equal sin! —B 


PRINGING 


Neatly executed at this Office 
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